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Abstract 
The transition of the Slovak economy to a market-driven has caused more changes also in the organizational structure of tourism 
on national, regional and local level. The aim of the paper is to analyse the current organizational structure of destination 
management in Slovakia, the activities and financing of the destination management organizations (DMOs) and to evaluate the 
impact of state subsidies on tourism development in Slovakia. The majority of governmental subsidies are given to destinations 
with the highest developed infrastructure and the newly introduced Act no. 91/2010 Coll. about the support of tourism in 
Slovakia itself contributes to the deepening of regional disparities. The micro-regional DMOs are up to now financed mainly 
from the state budget and in case, that the funding from the government will be decreased, it is still the question of the 
sustainability of newly created DMOs. The Slovak DMOs should try to focus more on the increase of the revenues from their 
own activities, but this solution is limited by existing act, they should try to get more members or the other possibility is the 
merger of existing micro-regional DMOs into larger organizations covering the larger territory. According to the results of the 
analysis based on the research of task and resources, size and dominance,  the paper proposes new geographical distribution of 
the micro-regional DMOs on the territory of 8 self-government regions.  
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1. Introduction 
Globalization on tourism market, international competition and new consumer behavior are forcing tourism 
destinations into structural changes. In order to be successful in the tourism market, destinations need to develop 
competitive structures and strategies. The current organizational structures in many destinations are based more or 
less on public administrations and authorities or public-private-partnerships, mostly covering the territory and being 
responsible for services in one or more municipalities (Bieger, Beritelli, & Laesser, 2009). As the competition 
between destinations is increasing, destination management organizations should transform themselves into modern, 
market oriented institutions. This challenge requires processes focused on organization, specifying tasks and 
resources, as well as the redefinition of destination boundaries. Therefore this situation requires a reengineering 
process. The organizational structure of tourism in particular country depends on the role of tourism in the socio-
economic development of the country, but also on the priorities of the current policy makers (Pompurová, 
Šimoþková, 2014; Kuþerová, 2015). Slovakia, which came into existence as independent state in 1993, became the 
member of EU in 2004 and in 2009 entered the Eurozone, had to undertake many reforms, including the public 
administration reform and tried to create new structures and entities also in tourism. The aim of the paper is to 
analyze the current organizational structure of destination management in Slovakia, the activities and financing of 
the destination management organizations and to evaluate the impact of state subsidies on tourism development in 
Slovakia. 
2. Theoretical Background 
Several studies have dealt with the change in tourism destinations (e.g. Beritelli & Reinhold, 2009; Bieger et al., 
2009; Bieger & Laesser, 1998; Bieger, 1998; Boksberger, Anderegg, & Schuckert, 2011; Pechlaner & Osti, 2002). 
By examining the approach of these studies, several aspects that are crucial in the reengineering processes can be 
found: 
x the need for effective organization and leaders in tourism destinations; 
x redefinition of tasks and resources leading to functioning  destination network;   
x increasing the size and dominance of destinations leading to marketing by larger entities with a cumulative 
budget. 
 
a) Organization and leadership 
Organization as one of the management functions, significantly affects the destination management. It is defined 
as a hierarchy of responsibilities and roles of stakeholders in tourism development in destination. Organization in 
tourism destination can be based on naturally, or can be pushed by decision of the public sector. Depending on what 
approach prevails, we distinguish top – down, bottom-up or combined approach. As the traditional structures in 
tourism are based on political and institutional boundaries, nowadays they have to make place to a more market 
oriented structure (Bieger, 1998) with clear leadership position (Volgger & Pechlaner, 2014). 
Combining network perspective with destination leadership (Baggio, Scott, & Cooper, 2010; Beritelli & Bieger, 
2014; Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010; Hristov & Zehrer, 2015; Kozak, Volgger, & Pechlaner, 2014; Pechlaner et al., 2014; 
Presenza & Cipollina, 2010) is a new challenge of examining structures in tourism destinations. Moreover, network 
topologies and structures are used to give an insight to the organization structure of destinations (Van der Zee & 
Vanneste, 2015). Therefore tourism organizational structure should be based on networks and on the distinction 
between territorializable basic tasks and deterritorializable product/market tasks (Pechlaner & Osti, 2002), where 
destination management organizations should be the leaders in destination development. 
 
b) Tasks and resources 
Tasks of destination management organizations are divided among the organizations at the national, regional 
(provincial) and local level. World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, 2007) points out that the destination 
management organization at the national level should be responsible for strategic tasks, while regional and local 
authorities should exercise more operational tasks. Morrison (2013) argues that the role of destination management 
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organizations at the national level lies in the planning and development of tourism strategies, market research, 
branding and image marketing and the state as a destination for international tourism market. 
 Tasks of local and regional destination management organizations and their role in the destination was examined 
by several authors (e.g. Health and Wall, 1992; Fyall and Garrod, 2005; Bieger, 2008; Bieger, Beritelli and Laesser 
2009, UNWTO, 2007; UNWTO 2010 and Baloglu Kozak, 2011).  The division of tasks at above mentioned levels 
will depend on the size of the country, the role of tourism in socio-economic development of the country etc. In 
some countries training and education is the task of national public bodies. When taking into account the resources 
of DMOs, the following types of resources can be distinguished: (1) membership fees, (2) partnership 
platforms/initiatives, (3) commercial revenues, (4) overnight taxes, (5) regional and state subsidies, (6) municipal 
subsidies, and (7) tourism taxes (Beritelli & Laesser, 2014). The marketing tasks should be financed by membership 
fees, overnight taxes or public subsidies. But public subsidies should be primary used to finance public goods and 
services. 
 
c) Size and dominance 
If a destination wants to be successful on tourism market, it has to fulfill certain requirements (e.g. transport 
accessibility, sufficient accommodation capacity, minimal number of overnight stays, modern infrastructure, 
marketing and overall budget). The range of management and marketing activities depends on the available 
marketing budget and the number of overnight stays (Bieger, 1998). These criteria of size and dominance can be 
break down to set of minimum indicators for tourism destination to be successful on domestic, international and 
global market (table 1). 
Table 1: Minimal requirements for tourism destination to be successful on various markets 
Category Domestic market International market Global market 
Overnight stays 300,000 600,000 1,000,000 
Accommodation capacity (beds) 2,000 5,000 7,500 
Overall budget  (€) 1,000,000 2,000,000 4,000,000 
Marketing budget  (€) 500,000 1,000,000 2,000,000 
Target markets Domestic market Domestic market and selected close foreign market Foreign market 
Source: Proceed according to Bieger and Laesser, 1998, Bartl and Schmidt, 1998. 
 
Bartl & Schmidt (1998) emphasizes the fact that if a destination does not meet at least parameters for domestic 
market, it is not worth to establish destination management organization. Therefore it is necessary to merge with 
another destination. Beritelli, Bieger, & Laesser (2013) stress that the boundaries of destinations should not be 
geographically and politically restricted, but should be created by tourists and their flows. Therefore destination 
needs to have a presence in the mind of tourists or potential guests, while ensuring the complex destination product. 
This statement is more marketing oriented approach to the definition of the boundaries of the destination. In case of 
the creation of the organizational structures and entities responsible for destination management, the existing 
administration structures of public and private sector as well as geographical location must be taken into account.   
3. The Research Methodology and Methods 
The aim of the paper is to analyze the current organizational structure of destination management in Slovakia, the 
activities and financing of the destination management organizations and to evaluate the impact of state subsidies on 
tourism development in Slovakia. Secondary data are used to meet the aim of the paper. Information about tasks and 
budget of destination management organizations are taken from documents of the Tourism section, Ministry of 
Transport, Construction and Regional Development. Regional statistics is used to obtain data concerning number of 
overnight stays and accommodation capacity. Data were processed by descriptive statistics and presented by figures 
and boxplot. In order to examine the distribution of tasks in Slovak DMOs and compare them with country with 
developed tourism (Switzerland) the Chi-square Goodness of fit test is used at the significance level 0.05. 
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4. Results and discussion 
4.1. The formation of tourism organizational structure and destination leadership  
The transition of the Slovak economy to a market-driven one has caused more changes also in the organizational 
structure of tourism on national, regional and local level. There were more types of the organizations, which have 
partially fulfilled the tasks of destination management organizations. Majority of them, including Slovak Tourism 
Agency responsible for national marketing, as well as regional tourism associations, which came into existence 
based on the bottom up approach, have used the EU pre-accession funds or later on EU funds for the financing of 
their activities. As tourism is no more priority for funding from the EU funds till 2020, it was necessary to find out 
the way how tourism organizations from national to local level could be supported from public resources also in the 
future. In the in the year 2010 the Act no. 91/2010 Coll. dealing with the tourism support was approved. This 
legislative act was a stimulus for establishing formal networks of organizations in the tourism sector in Slovakia. It 
established the tourism organizational structure at national, self-government (regional) and micro-regional (local) 
level, and defines the principles of providing of financial subsidies for tourism organizations (table 2). According to 
this law, tourism should be developed within the newly created destination management organizations (DMOs). 
Table 2. Organization of the Tourism Sector in Slovakia 
Level 





Public – Private 






National Council of the SR 
Government of the SR 
Ministry of Transport, Construction and Regional 
Development of the SR (Tourism section)   
Slovak Tourism Agency 
Other ministries of the Government 
National Agency for Development of  Small and 
Medium Sized Enterprises  
Slovak Association of Towns and 
Villages  
  Associations: 
industrial  








(departments of regional 
development) 
Self-government DMOs (5 in 
2016)  
Micro-regional 









tourist information offices 





Sole traders -natural 
persons  
legal persons  
Source: Kuþerová, Makovník, 2014 
Although there are 8 self-government regions, only 5 destination management organizations on this level have 
been created so far. They strive for regional development, marketing of the region as well as the accumulation of the 
funds necessary for the development of tourism. The last level, is represented by micro-regional destination 
management organizations, which does not need to be created based on the administration division of the country. In 
accordance with Act no. 91/2010 Coll., micro-regional destination management organization can be establish by the 
memorandum of at least 5 municipalities and other tourism stakeholders in a destination with more than 50,000 
overnight stays, or by less than five municipalities, if the total number of overnight stays exceeds 150,000.  
Nevertheless, the act does not respect the international criteria for size and budget of DMOs according to Bieger 
and Laesser, 1998, Bartl and Schmidt, 1998. Currently, there are 36 micro-regional DMOs in Slovakia. 
Although the act created a top-down stimulus for establishing new destination management organizations, it 
contributed to the atomization of the organizational structure of tourism in Slovakia, because it does not apply the 
requirements of a homogenous or administration approach to the creation of the tourism regions and does not also 
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meet the requirements of the officially approved Tourism regionalization from 2005. This document clearly 
identifies 21 tourism regions, which have been created based on the combination of the homogenous and 
administration approach to the creation of borders of tourism regions. Destination management organizations are 
created without respecting the natural borders and visitors perspectives of destinations. Since the identity of the 
tourism destinations is a precondition for their competitiveness on the tourism market, the newly created destination 
management organizations have problems in implementing marketing tools and creating the image of a destination. 
Therefore the mergers of some small DMOs covering an area with limited potential in tourism should take place in 
the near future. Moreover, in terms of leadership, these destination management organizations are not true leaders in 
destination development. Their short term existence and insufficient trust of destination stakeholders in newly 
created organizations are main reasons, why micro-regional tourism associations with longer operation and history 
are regarded as more transparent and accountable for more stakeholders in the regions.  
4.2. Division of tasks and resources in Slovak destination management organizations 
When dealing with tasks of destination management organization, it is worth to examine the division of tasks 
among self-government and micro-regional destination management organizations (according to table 1), as well as 
their percentage share on the overall budget is listed in table 3.  
Table 3. The share of financial resources given on activities on the overall budget (2012-2014) 
Tasks Self- government DMOs Micro-regional DMOs 
Strategic planning, research and development 01.80 0.60 
Coordination a stakeholder leadership - - 
Development of services, attractions and tourism infrastructure 28.37 23.10 
Organization a coordination of events 14.55 16.20 
Operation of booking system - 00.60 
Destination marketing communication and branding 55.13 54.00 
Informing visitors - 04.10 
Supporting tourism entrepreneurship - - 
Training and education 00.15 00.70 
 
The important activity financed by the self-government tourism organizations is destination marketing 
communication and branding. These organizations also create product of a destination and build tourism 
infrastructure, in which their tasks overlap with micro-regional destination management organizations. They also 
organize and coordinate events of local and regional importance in order to encourage visitors to visit the region. In 
practice, there are more duplicities between self-government and micro-regional tourism organizations in Slovakia, 
and what is more the self-government organizations do not exercise sufficient strategic planning in tourism. The 
most important in this regard should be particularly the creation of strategies for tourism development on the 
territory of the self-government regions and their implementation also due to the activities of the micro-regional 
DMO.  
The activities of micro-regional destination management organizations are focused mostly on destination 
marketing and branding, as well as product development. When comparing the share of these tasks on total budget 
with the DMOs in countries with developed tourism, some inadequacies can be found. We tested the distribution of 
tasks of local Slovak destination management organization with the tasks of Swiss organizations (Bieger et al., 
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Table 4. Chi-square test of distribution of tasks of Slovak local DMOs 
 Observed Expected Residual 






Development of services, attractions and tourism infrastructure 23.1 15.5 7.6 
Organization a coordination of events 16.2 1.1 15.1 
Operation of booking system 0.6 14.4 -13.8 
Destination marketing communication and branding 54.7 50.0 4.7 
Informing visitors 4.1 13.6 -9.5 
Training and education 0.7 3.1 -2.4 
 
According to the presented results (Residual value), it can be on the one hand assumed that destination 
management organizations in Slovakia do not give enough resources on strategic planning, research and 
development, informing visitors and training of personnel. On the other hand they spend more financial resources as 
expected for organization of events. Moreover, the average number of employees was found out. Average number is 
2.19 employees for a micro-regional DMO, which is insufficient. One of the reasons of this lack of staff is that 
subsidies provided by the government cannot be used for covering operational costs including staff costs.  
                             Table 5: Structure of micro-regional DMOs incomes (in %) 
 2012 2013 2014 
Business membership fees 23 27 33 
Municipality Membership fees 32 41 47 
Own revenues 2 8 10 
State subsidies 43 48 50 
 
It is observed that the main part of incomes in all micro-regional DMOs in Slovakia is created from the state 
subsidies (table 5). In 2014 the state subsidies represented the half of all DMOs incomes. The second main 
important financing source are membership fees from municipalities (yearly average = 40 %). This way of financing 
is really unsustainable because of the high dependence of all DMOs on the state subsidies. In case, that the 
government decreases the overall budget dedicated to the support of tourism in Slovakia, the future existence and 
activities can be questionable. Therefore existing DMOs should pay more attention to activities, which generate 
revenues or try to get more members from private sector, or try to integrate smaller micro-regional DMOs to the 
larger ones. Hence, in Slovakia there is a problem connected with the business activities of DMOs. The existing law 
No. 91/2011 Coll. determines the legal form of DMOs, which according to the law have to be non-profit 
organizations. Thus it is considerably difficult for them to carry out some business activities.  
Moreover, according to the Tourism Support Act the financial support goes to the destinations with the highest 
number of overnight stays and most developed tourism infrastructure, which causes the deepening of regional 
disparities. It is obvious that the three DMOs are outliers. Bratislava, High Tatras (located in Prešov self-
government region), Liptov (located in Žilina self-government region) are destinations with the highest level of 
subsidies. They are the most attractive destinations, with the highest number of overnight stays (more than 
1,000,000) and tourism infrastructure (more than 15,000 beds). The marketing budget only of these organizations 
exceeds 1,000,000 € and they realize many marketing activities focused on domestic and international tourism 
market. Therefore these three destinations are considered as destination with international significance. 
4.3. The need for larger and more dominant destination management organizations  
According to the presented results, only three Slovak destinations (Bratislava, High Tatras and Liptov) can 
compete on international tourism market, when their overall budgets, as well as the number of overnight stays match 
the conditions to attract tourists from foreign countries. Other Slovak tourism destinations should be focused on 
domestic tourism market (table 6). 
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Table 6: Descriptive statistics of destinations in Slovakia 
   Overall budget Overnight stays Accommodation capacity 
Arithmetic 
mean 
All micro-regional DMOs 235,118 254,445 4,749 
Micro-regional DMOs without outliers 124,802 154,880 3,509 
Standard 
deviation 
All micro- regional DMOs 400,084 340,190 4,495 
Micro-regional DMOs without outliers 174,528 117,666 2,274 
Median All micro-regional DMOs 100,036 141,679 3,331 
Micro-regional DMOs without outliers 77,750 111,704 3,296 
Moreover the current organizational structure, the number and geographical distribution of destination 
management organizations in Slovakia, as well as their overlapping tasks leads to the situation, which is not 
sustainable from long-term point of view. It is therefore necessary to create larger and more competitive destinations 
that are capable of competing in terms of funding and implementation of activities on domestic and international 
tourism market.  
The proposal of the new larger and dominant tourism destinations is built on the experience of the Swiss 
(Beritelli & Reinhold, 2009; Bieger, 1998) and Italian reengineering reform (Pechlaner & Osti, 2002), taking into 
account the theory of destination management of the 3rd generation (Beritelli, Laesser, Reinhold & Kappler, 2013). 
Although the size of the destination should be determined by the visitor's perspective, the administrative point of 
view should be maintained at self-government (regional) level. Therefore the proposal is aimed only at the micro-
regional level (table 7). As the minimum number of overnight stays for destinations with domestic significance is 
300,000 (table 1), the optimal number of destinations with domestic significance in each self-government region in 
Slovakia can be calculated as following: 
 
ܶܦ஽ ൌ 
ܰ݋Ǥ ݋݂݋ݒ݁ݎ݄݊݅݃ݐݏݐܽݕݏ݅݊ݎ݁݃݅݋݊ െ ܰ݋Ǥ ݋݂݋ݒ݁ݎ݄݊݅݃ݐݏݐܽݕݏ݅݊݀݁ݏݐ݅݊ܽݐ݅݋݊ݏݓ݅ݐ݄݅݊ݐ݁ݎ݊ܽݐ݅݋݈݊ܽݏ݂݅݃݊݅݅ܿ݊ܽ݊ܿ݁
͵ͲͲǡ ͲͲͲ
 
Table 7. Number of tourism destinations with domestic significance 
Self-government 
region 
Average no. of overnight 
stays (2011 – 2015) 
Tourism destination with 
international significance 
No. of tourism destinations 
with domestic significance 
Optimal no. of 
tourism destinations 
Bratislava 1,978,411 1 1 2 
Trnava 1,064,513 0 3 3 
Trenþín 963,192 0 3 3 
Nitra 619,208 0 2 2 
Žilina 2,268,545 1 4 5 
Banská Bystrica 1,332,609 0 4 4 
Prešov 2,134,922 1 3 4 
Kosice 601,085 0 2 2 
5. Conclusion 
Slovakia as relatively new independent state had to conduct more reforms in the process of democratization of 
the political and socio-economic life. The tourism has been always considered to be one of sectors, which could 
contribute to the economic growth of the country. On the other hand, Slovakia is up to now unknown tourism 
destination on international tourism market and from long term point of view, the domestic tourism plays the crucial 
role in the tourism development in this country. Slovakia has accepted more documents focused on the formulation 
of the tourism policy, more of them have not been implemented in the praxis. In 2010 new code focused on the 
support of tourism development has been approved with the objective to create new organizational structure from 
national to local level. The implemented approach has been combination of top down and bottom up approach. As 
the criteria (number of municipalities and number of overnight stays) implemented in this act have not been created 
based on deep analysis of tourism development in particular administration districts, the act itself has contributed to 
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the atomization of the organizational structure. There are 36 micro-regional DMO on the territory of 21 officially 
recognized tourism regions, 5 self-government DMOs on the territory of 8 self-government regions. Activities of all 
organizations are overlapping, or duplicated. Majority of governmental subsidies obtain destinations with the 
highest developed infrastructure and the act itself contributes to the deepening of regional disparities. The micro-
regional DMOs are up to now financed mainly from the state budget and in case, that the funding from the 
government will be decreased, it is still the question of the sustainability of newly created DMOs. The DMOs should 
try to focus more on the increase of the revenues from their own activities, but this solution is limited by existing 
act, they should try to get more members or the other possibility is the merge of existing micro-regional DMOs into 
larger organizations covering the larger territory. Based on our analysis we propose new geographical distribution of 
the micro-regional DMOs on the territory of 8 self-government regions. 
The article has been published within the framework of the research project number VEGA 1/0509/16.  
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